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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 7/26/2010 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

First, Applicant argues that one or ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
would not have had a reason to combine the teachings of Mack, Gao and/or Peigney. 
However, the Office Action makes clear that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention would take the nanosheets taught by Mack and align them, as taught by Gao, 
so that they can be used in a flat panel display. Applicant argues that the Office Action 
does not state that the nanosheets stand on their edges vertical to a substrate. This is 
not persuasive because each end of the nanosheet is an edge and since the nanosheet 
is aligned on the substrate it is vertical to the substrate regardless of which edge it is 
aligned on, as taught by Gao. Accordingly, this argument is not persuasive. 

Applicant further argues that Gao does not teach a nanosheet. However, the 
Office Action makes clear that Mack teaches a nanosheet and that Gao is relied upon 
merely to show the benefit of aligning said nanosheets. Therefore, Applicant's 
argument against the individual references is not persuasive as the rejection of the 
claimed invention is based on the references when considered as a whole and in 
combination. 

Applicant further argues that when the method of nanotube production taught by 
Gao is combined with Mack, the nanosheets taught by Mack would be rendered 
unsatisfactory for their intended purpose. However, this argument mischaracterizes the 
rejection as stated in the Office Action. Gao, which deals with carbon nano-materials is 
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being relied upon solely to show the benefit of aligning such materials. Accordingly, 
when combined with Mack, one could use any technique to align the nanosheets to 
render them suitable for a flat panel display. With this in mind. Examiner notes that the 
claimed invention is a product claim that does not require that any particular technique 
be used to align the nanosheets. One of skill in the art at the time of invention would 
have appreciated that because the nanosheets are conductive, they can be aligned 
using an electric current after they are formed. 

Applicant's argument regarding Shang is also not persuasive. Specifically, 
Applicant argues that Shang teaches away from individual nanoflakes because Shang 
teaches a configuration wherein the nanoflakes are interlaced. However, this argument 
is not persuasive because it simply points out the different intended uses of the 
respective products. 

Finally, Applicant's argument with respect to Peigney's teachings is not 
persuasive because it is not supported by any evidence or explanation. Applicant 
simply asserts that the combination does not teach the claimed invention. 

Therefore, for the reasons discussed above, the rejection is maintained. 
/ELI S MEKHLIN/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1795 



/Jennifer K. Michener/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1795 



